Ben Bxadlee 
Wash. Post 

1150 15 St., ffl 

Wash., D.C. 20005 
Dear Mr. Bj»dlee, 


9/9/76 


Again I take time X do not have in an effort to heln mu 
t&UUes or at least provided a basis for your SokinfStf y0Ur 

presents as news and opinion* Again I f ll send L<» « TifM+4. •* your paper^f 

copy of that column as it appeared in the Post f °°Py» I r ' ifer to this morning' 1 

s 

^ojld lu.ttfy year today”. StS.’S? 

---- s & wmi*. 

ssrarast f^ifirr ££ii.*3»s5 

•52-SfJSL-“AS ^ *-,,-*7 ^ 

"" k<ltt “ -lvl “ ed o f sutee^aent [to 5/62] •w.rta.tLoa attempts.” *“ ^"“5 

Co™iS»?" 1U “ r “ r 8 ° ,,TOr dl ™ le,,d *“■ **f»*»* l»fo™tlon t, the Warren 

te^trr.ssjr.s^ 

uVzJt ts^zzx 1 ^ “w of p Mhich 1 1 ^ 

disinformation aAd aftef they^d a copy”' tZ T* « laUncb thia 

tranacriirt 1 got unde r FOIA and your national desk killed when I gave it°to Sirciaiborno 
1 « 4 / 75 . It is also in facsimile in my Post Mortem, which you have. Waiberne 

1-J5*” i0 a J° asonable limit t0 «^t can bo attributed to the various spooks whose 
^ImlTtoT "** «+'*** b1 ^ *>* what they can’t JESSuftT 

one ! r n0t Dull0a sat 111 silencQ on whatever this "«uban angle" may be. the 

one rof erred to wa, no »cr.t and the entire <W as i„ n and Its off/ taeHf 7«L^f then. 

»tot JtalwS! d “‘° ‘“ a 1 1 «“ k 10 tte 00lann,l/67. this neatly eelnoldee »ith 

knew beforfth IJZn rt G al . th0Ufih *? T° not tilea P ublio * t wqs known. I, for example 

the earlv «n fl ff n L * If aMlson nocdsd no UEOn S turns marked for him, this was one of 
he early an- effective ones* one about which I could do nothin#* 




I do raise a question about the timing. After all those years coincidence? When 
what u ar risen might be able to do was unknown? 

If "the °'uban connection" means the Rosselli connection only can it bo accurate. I 
did it in a different way to all Commissioners in ‘‘‘ay, 1966. 

N o questions in an editor's mind about tho CIA leaking this, through the man who 
was in actual charge? 

Only one who has no knowledge of the faota of tho actual* killing con suggest who 
did it. As in 1967 there today remains no basis for blaming a kickback assassination 
on RF£, whose admirer I was not. 

%■ opinion is that suggesting this without something more than a headline to make is 
indecent, wretohod Journalism and a national disservice - part of a continuing campaign 
of disinformation that were it official could not better serve official purposes. 

It is alBO my opinion that lobbying in newspapers belongs on the editorial or 
oped pages and that placing it elsewhere deceives tho reader. If the column wants to 
lobby for the Downing resolution, as Smolenky indicated - even argSd in favor oi£ 
then it should say at least that to relieve its deliberate lies. * 

These are deliberate lies in many ways. One is in having and having discussed 
my Post Mortem with me. Whether or not the column has the other books, which I gave it, 
thia one is more recant and was discussed between us. The column, like the Post, 
refused to find news in that formerly top-secret executive session in which the Com- 
mission's knowledge of these matters Is explicit, as is its agreement todeatroy the 
reoord of deliberation, Dulles' proposal. And yes. Ford was there. 

Having been informed of Edward P. Morgan's metlouloua past I'd appreciate it if 
you could inform me whether ho was with the FBI during the life of the Warren Com- 
mission. If so, perhaps the past is 0 tiler than the column and, uncritically, you 
tell so many people. 

I know something of that first oolumn and tho one after it. Morgan represented 
himBelf as serving _two clients, not one. Why no mention of the second - ever? And 
if his lawyer-client privilege ended with Hosselli's doath, it had not ended when he 
leaked what O ould have gotten his client killed. If in fact it didriQt. 

Sincerely, 


Harold Weisberg 


